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Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West
A t tn :  Mr .  W i l l i am Radzev i ch  [Code  1 -823 .2 ]
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn j -a  94066-5005

Dear  Mr .  Radzev i ch :

PARCEI, A DF.AFT REMEDIAI. IMTESTIGATION (RI) REPORT III'ITTERS POINT
AIiINEX. SAI\T FRjAI{CISCO

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department) has
rev iewed the Parcel  A RI  repor t .  The fo l lowing enclosed comments
are forwarded for your consideration.

ft is important to state why t,he area of Parcel A was
reduced to 88 acres.  I t  is  not  suf f ic ient  t .o  on ly  in form the
reader of the present area of Parcel- A. In al l  t ,he previous
repor ts ,  Parcel  A had been repor t ,ed to  be 90 acres.  Therefore,
i t  is  necessary to  expla in  how the area was reduced to 88 acres.
A thorough explanation is necessary.

Further, ds we have requested, the Parcel- A RI report needs
to d iscuss condi t ions and s i tuat ions at  s i tes and parcels
adjacent  to  Parcel  A.  This  sect ion wi l l  prov ide in format , ion on
the poss ib i l i ty  o f  any cross contaminat ion.  Soi l  and groundwater
contaminat ion at  IR s i tes in  ad jacent  parcels  as wel l  as the
ut i l i t ies need to be captured in  that  sect ion.  This  wi l l  enable
the in terested par t ies to  get  a  p ic ture of  Parcel  A wi th in  the
context of Hunters Point Annex. Addit ionally, w€ requested
areas c lose to  Parcel  E be evaluated for  any poss ib le  cross
contaminat ion onto Parcel -  A.  I t  i -s  not  c lear  i f  that  eval -uat ion
was ever  done.

The Department is not abl-e to examine the accuracy of the
ambient leve1 concentrations provided in t.he text because no such
report has been submitted. The RI report erroneously implies
t.hat the information has been available to part ies for revj-ew and
approval .  The "Ca1culat ion of  Hunters Point  Ambient  Levels"
report has noL been submitted to us and thus should be deleted
f rom the text  as wel - l  as the references in  the RI  repor t .  I t  is
mis leading to  inc lude such a reference in  the repor t  when i t  is
not  avai lab l -e to  aqencies.
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The major i ty  o f  Appendix  D is  a boi ler  p la te wi th  a smal l
por t ion being re la ted to  Parcel  A.  Though i t  prov ides usefu l
in format ion,  i t  lacks a cr i t ica l  l ink to  par t icu lars  at  Parcel  A.
The use of  bo i ler  p la te in format ion does not  ass is t  the reader  in
understanding issues at  Parcel -  A.  The sect ion of  ' r fa t .e  and
transfer ' t  must  re la te to  geology,  hydrogeology and chemicals  le f t
in  p lace at  Parcel  A to  be benef ic ia l .  In  the absence of  any
l inkage to Parcel  A,  i t  s imply  belongs to  a g lossary sect ion.

Dur ing the Si te  Inspect ion act iv i t ies,  large vo l -umes of  so i l -
were excavated and confirmatj-on samples were taken to evaluate
the residual-s. The RI report needs to provide a clear
descr ip t ion of  the events.  Wi thout  fu1 ly  understanding the
context  o f  past  invest igat ions,  excavat ion and d isposal  o f
contamj-nated soils, when focusing mainly on groundwater seems
confus ing.  Soi l  contaminat ion seems to have been the cause for
groundwater invest igation .

1 .  Tab le  1 -1 . ,  i t  i s  no t  c lea r  why  th i s  t ab le  con ta ins
informat ion on the ent i re  insta l la t ion.  P lease inc lude
informat ion only  on Parcel  A.

2.  Table 5-1,  i t  is  inaccurate to  s tat .e  that  the "Water  Board
approved the designation of groundwater in Parcel A bedrock
Lo be a non-dr ink ing water  source ' r .  For  c lar i f icat ion,
please refer to Appendix ,J and see enclosed comments from
the Regional  Water  Board.

Should you have any questions regarding t.his
woul -d l ike to  seek c lar i f icat ion,  p lease ca l l  me
3 8 2 L .

le t ter  and
a t  ( s 1 0 )  s 4 0 -

Project Manager
Of f i ce  o f  M i l i t a ry

Enclosures

cc:  P lease See Next  Page

re l y ,

F a c i l - i t i e s
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US EPA
Region IX
Attn: Claire Trombadore
Mai I  Code H-9-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco,  Cal i forn ia 941-05

Regional Wat.er Quality Control Board
At tn:  Richard Hiet t
21,01-  Webst ,er  St reet ,  Sui te  500
Oakland,  Cal - i forn ia 94612
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DATE:
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James M. Polisini,  Ph,D, \
$taff Toxicologist \\
Office of $cientific Affairs /tT
Human and Ecological Risk $ectQg/

r.---\'-\

July 28, 1995

HUNTERS POTNT ANNEX PARCEL A BRAFT RIIFS

lPcA 14740 SITE 200050-45 OC 2:161

eackercurd

We have reviewed the document tiflad Draft Parael A Remedial tnvestigation/Feasibility

studyReporf, dated June 30, 1g95 and prepared hy PRc EnvironmentalMarragement, lnc. This

doeument wa$ received in our offices on July 1 1, 1gg5 and the review was made in response to

your written work request.

GeneralGommenlg

The summary of the human health rislt assessment (Section 6) accurately reflects that

contents of the human health risk assessment (Appendix E)'

Specific Gomsenlg

pretiminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) are properly used to screen sites based on rislc or

hazard. Exclusion of contaminants of concern (COCs) from fufther consideration in risk or hazard

calculations is an inapprofriate U$e of PRGg. lt appears that COCs may have been screened

against pRGs for the Site lnvestigation (Sl) sites: iConcentratjons that exceed the PRGs are

qiatitatively evaluated for potent'rEl hazard'and risks'(Appendix E, Seciiorr 1,2, page E'2' Eth

bullet itemi lf this statement is meant to indieate that thH discussion in the text focuEes on those

cocs which exceed the PRGE this bullet item should bF clarified.

ln all discuesionE of the humarr health risk assessment for Hunters Point we have directed

that risk anl- W"io u* calculated based on (1) totalconcentratione and (2) an additional

calculation of the risk and hazard due to 'ambient' metal concentratiorts or the site'related risk and

hauard. Comparison of potential COCs with Hunters Point Ambient Levels (HPAL$) and



,/
! , /

Cyrus Shabahari
July 28, 1995
Page 2

excruEio.n of potentiar cocs which cro not exceed HpALs (section 2.1, page E-5) does not a*ow

carculetion of the risk In*Jt*="iJ due to totur .o.r-.ir"tionr. The risk and nazard ca.lculations

contained in this oo".riiJni'aie the ,srte-reraleii rist and hazard onu. rnir method of presentation

deptives the fisK manager of a compari=on witniiotrt' or'ambienij ifux ana hazard' lt also makes

apptication of the risk-franagenrent b"rrn"ing 
"'iiJil 

;;; difficult' Discussion of the rigk and

hazard re'ults are reduced to oonjecturu ,*g'urding 
"omponents 

such ae waalqnesses in the

toxicorogicar nencf,*-"i[Jioi*un!"n"se (5;iil;s.a, iaga E'84) or unsupported statements

regarding tne ingestion rate of home grow;prJu." (Slotion 4'4, page E-4S)'

Even given the criteria for ealeetion of oontaminantE of concem (GocS) it is sometimeE

difficutt to forow m* *uliu*iion oimeters tniougir the oomparieon with Hurrters Point Ambient

Levels (HpALs) to,#irr ussessmentc#;iil: ilviiri"t9i1-ss, tot example' alu.minum does

not appear in $re coriplii.ir\Jt,,*, Hrll lt"#i;dt E-99), but enterE into allthe risk

calculations (Table;-6, p;;; E-70 through rable E-16' page E'80)'

Thestatementmaderegardingregulatorydirectionon-PRGsisnotcorrect($ection2'2'
pase E-F). rne ueiai;;;i"ii;;, suur"o'i"lJ clitt"r ioisclooeE not'"'regg-est that all

facilities within negion ix u*" Region rx pRGs for reference conJentrations in HHRAe"" The

DT$C prefers a muriimedia risk aesessm;;iJt;;ili;;J in t'* US- iPA ancl DTSC suidance' but

iE wilting to accept,il;;;irc neol-o1 x pCe methodclogy ior military facilitieE' with qertain

limitations, given the necessity to rapidly.ev-ft#ini'numti ne"ttn iisk'atthe numerous military

sites under investig=etio;-.-irrbc.uit-tiiffi; 1{;it131RG 
methodolosv to military

faci l i t ies.Thelimitationsonu$eoJthePRGmethodologyarecontainedinanoctober2E,l9g4
memorandu, u"rrilrr','** ivuo* ui tn. ofr; ;ft"dntiri.'ntuiru. n .opv of that memorandum is

attaohed.

we agree with the conclusions,that contaminants at Parcel A presents little ecological

threat to terrestriari"'t"ptott, due mainly to a lack of habitat'

Conclus-iotrE

WebelievethatParcelAatHuntersPoirrtAnnexmayb.etransferredtothecityofSan
Francisco without sig;fica;t threat to human'hilil;;;;;d on-trre Parcel A cleanups wlrieh have

been performed to 'u*ilLni; or health-baui ioi'lnt'ations' rne risiLommunication tunctions of

this RUF$ wourd u" ou[Lri***Juy inrrurro" o]ir.tr rirk and iraearo careulatione baEed on total or

'ambient'concentratione in additiol l1l!:,iiil::itH;;iluti*" 
ptt*unted' we recommend

t-ntt tfto=. calculations be ineluded in thie document'

Reviewed by: Judith A- Parker' Ph-D''
$enior Toxicologist
Human and Ecological

Atachment,

cc: Michael J' Wade, Ph'D., DIBJ' Senior Toxioologist' OMF Liaison' HERS

Deborah J. oudiz, ph.D,, senior t"-o"i*fr=it-rl.ft,"tn california Liaison' HERS

Dan Stralka, Regional Toxicologist

U,S' EPA Region lX
SuPerfund Technical Assistance
75 Hawthorne (H'B'4)
San Franoisco, CA 94105

c:\iimp\e6ot\hpa-rits'doc\h: 1 ts

DABT
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TO:

FROM:

DATEI

SUBTTECT:

PETE WfLSON, Govemar

M E M O R A N D U M

Cyrus Shabahari
Region 2,  S i te  Mi t igat ion
700 Heinz Ave- ,  B1dg.  F,  Second FWor
Berkeley, Cali fornia 941l-0 /

/ d-/tt-e
James A.  Frampt ,on,  Ph.D.  (Soi l lSc ience)
Research Program Specia l is t  I I  (Soi l )
Of f ice of  Sc ient , i f ic  Af fa i rs  (oSA)
P .  O .  B o x  8 0 6
Sacramento, Cali fornia 958L2-0806

7.r^.,*f^

Ju ly  3L ,  l - 995

Hunters Point Annex - Prelminary comments on 'tCalcul-a-

t ion of l lunters Poi.nt Ambient LeveLs (Draft)" (PCA
l -4740 ,  S i te  Code  200050-45 )

Per your request, I hawe reviewed the foll-owing document:.
uCa1culat'ion of funters Point ffmbient Levels (Draft) I' prepared by
PRC EnvironmenCal, Inc. and daEed Apri l  11, 1995. This documenL
provided PRC-calculated "Hunlers Point ambient Levels" or rtHPAIrsrf

tor 14 metals and five described soil t)4)es at llunters Point
Annex (HpA). In addiEion, PRc aalculated regression equations
for chromium (Cr) , cobalt (Co) , and nickel (Ni) on magnesium l l tgl
using log-Eransformed data. The daEabase used by PRC-included
2820-samil- ing points. The database provided to DTSC for rewiew
had included 1351 sampling points-

Comment .on Eerminoloqv

There may be some confusion in t,he use Of the term "ambient
Ievels" . As Lsed by PRC in the document being reviewed, ilFIPAJ,"

means the same as tle upper tolerance Limit (or upper confidence
timit of a percent, i le oi- the distr ibution) - However, i f  "ambient
Ievel" iS meant to SUbstitut,e fOr "backgrOund", then "ambient
Ievel,' should more properly refer to tha average coneentration of

substances in Hunters poinl soi l  materials nots reeult ing from
siLe- epecif ic cont aminaEion -

Comment, on aucrmented daEabase

pRC calculaEions were performed on a more ext,ensive database
Ehan EhaE upon which previoirs caLculations were based. Since the
addiEional hata trave iot, been reviewed by DTSC, cauLion must be
used when reviewing the revised statist ics- As a case in point,
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average values for antimony (sb) and cadmium (cd) are much higher
than would be expected for CaLifornia soi ls. IE had been point,ed
ouE in my January 19, 1,994 memorandum thaE much of the Sb and Cd
analytical daEa were suspect, and that only data from Site IR 1-0
seemed to have reasonable esEimates for ambient leve1s of Sb and
Cd. If  addiEiona] data points are to be used to recalculaLe am-
bient disEributional parameters and HPAls, then t,hese addit ional
data must be reviewed and approved by DTSC

Comments on stat, ist ical aoproach for metals except Cr. Co. and
N i :

The methods used by PRC E.o calculate "ambient levels" are
not those t,hat were previ.ously agreed Lo. The equaLion shown by
PRC to calculat,e HPALs is that used Eo calculate the upper con-
f idence ] imic of a percenti le of a. ztormaTly disLributed popula-
t ion (or  upper  to lerance l imi t ) :  Uf t -o(5)  = fc  + 

"KL-o,p,  
where

i and E are the mean and st,andard deviation and cr is the signifi-
cance level. The stsatist ies .f  and s were cal-cuLated from right-
censored data sets using Cohen's MIrE mebhod where t,he censoring
point is Ehe same as the threshold ] imit. concentration. Thres-
hold t imiEs were determined after observing data plotted on a
cumulative probabiJ-ity plots. Metal- concenlraEions above t,he
threshold limit, were determined to have a high probability of
represenLing 'rcontaminatedt'  soi ls and thus were censored-
Cohen's method assumes that the sampl-ed population is normally
distr ibuted. If  in fact the dat.a sels are better represenEed as
lognormatly distr ibuted populations as stated by PRC, Ehen the
assumption of normality has been violated.

Per previous aglreement. upper tsolerance limits (IIPAI.,s) were
to be determined for al l  elemente except ]ead (Pb), CE, Co, and
Ni  us ing the order  s tat is t ic  method shown by Gi lber t  (1987,  p-
141) and illustrated in the October l,4th memorandum. Data from
sit,es IR 1, 2, and 3 hrere t,o be excluded. For 1ead, copPer, and
zinc, data beEween 0 and 5 feet were also to be excluded. For
Pb, the parametric upper tolerance l imit was calculated from the
log-transformed data using the formuLa shown in Gilbert, (t982, p.
l-36) and the IiPAI was deEermined by back-Eransforming t.his limit
by taking its e>cponent as i l lustrated in the October 14th
memorandum.

Comments on statist ical aporoach for Cq. Co. and Ni:

Although PRC calculated regression equations for Cr, Co, and
Ni on Mg as previously agreed to using log-transformed data, the
approach used to calculate "ambient levels" or HPI-rAs is not as
previously agreed t,o.
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To determine HPALg for Cr, Co, and Ni at Hunters Point, PRC
first applied l inear regression to determine the regressi.on
equat, ions for In Co, In Cr, and In Ni on In magneslum (In Mg) .
This approach had been proposed and execuEed by DTSC for t,he
earl ier data set. PRC developed scatter plot,s overlaid with the
calculated regression l ine and 90 percent confidence interval for
the regresaion line. PRC did not, provide informacion on how the
confidence intervals were calculated. Regardless, the method
PRC used Eo calculate "ambient, levels'f  is noE as previously
agreed co. The method for calculating condit ionaL ttambient

Ievels", based upon Ehe 95th percenti le of the dist.r ibution of
residuals, was provided in the October l-4t,h memorandum.

Overall Recommendation

Because the additional analyc.ical dat'a upon which PRC
developed revised "ambient leve1sI have not been submitted for
review and accepEed by DTSC, only those ambient leveLs proposed
by PRC that, are less than the DTSC caLculated I ' IAIr ' ts are accep-
Eab1e at this Eime for the purpose of "hot spot" searches. For
Ehe same reason, only those regression equations and condit ional
trIAL"s for Cr, Co, and Ni from the October 14 memorandum are to
be used. To repea! what was sEaEed in the October l-4 memorandum,
EPA gruidance (u.s- EPA, )-994) should be fol lowed to det,ermine
whether the distr ibutions of element concenErations in site soi ls
are signif icantly different from background or 'rreference" soi ls.

If  you have any quesLions, please cal] me at 9L6-327-2522

Reviewed bv: 
i#ii.x:#li:i*i,l'^l;airs,*hyP

\-/
ec:  Michael  Wade,  Ph.D.  (Of f ice of  Mi l i tary  Faci l i t ies l ia ison)

Staff Toxicol-ogisE, oSA
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Mr. Cyrus Shabahari
DTSC, Office of Military Facilities
7OO Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, CA 9471O

PETEW[,8OX, Owrns

July 27, 1995
File: 2169.6O32(RCHI

RE: DRAFT PARCET A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
REPORT . HUNTER'S POINT A]UNE)( (HPAI

Dear Mr. Shabahari:

Regional Board Staff have reviewed the aforementioned report for water quality-rstated
isgueg end have the following comments:

( Navy's toxt appsare in italicsl

l.Parcef A lR Sites, Page ES-4, second paragraph, second sentence, , Low levels of motor
oil...durlng the investigation'. Please consider the following modification:

However, as previouely mentioned on pago ES-2, groundwater in parcel A is not wel!
charactsrized due to complex fracturing, shearing and weathering within the bedrock.
Goneequently, e notice will ba placod on the deed indicating thatthese pollutante remain
in Parcel A groundwatsr.

2. Pages ES-6, ES-10, 2-11 describe thattho groundwater in Parcel A bedrock does not
mset the definition of a drinking weter source duo to the State's single wefl yiefd criterion
- which is correct. Table 5-1, (May 10, 1995 ), Btatesthatthe 'RWQCBapprovedthe
designation of groundwater in Pdrcel A badrock to be a non-drinkhg water sotJrce.,'

The word designation has a specific fegal connotation. For consistency with the rest of
the text Board staff suggest that this sentence read: RWOCB staff concurred that the
groundwater in Parcol A bedrock, to gO feet befow ground surface, does not moet tho
definitlon of a drinking watsr source due to row well yields.
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f9r_Ouestions regrading the contents of this letter pteese contact the undersigned at (ElOl
286- 4359 or Ms. Shin Roei Lee at {S1Ol 286-0699.

Sincerely,

Ricbard Hiett
Groundwater and Waste Containment
Division

efellars
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